UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

REGION 10
1200 Sixth Avenue, Suite 900
Seattle, WA 98101-3140 OFFICE OF
ECOSYSTEMS,
TRIBAL AND PUBLIC
AFFAIRS

April 8, 2013

Jeanie Cole, Planning and Environmental Coordinator
BLM Fairbanks District Office

Attn; Eastern Interior Draft RMP/EIS

1150 University Avenue

Fairbanks, Alaska 99709

Re:  EPA comments on the BLM Eastern Interior Resource Management Plan Supplemeant to the
Draft Environmental Impact Statement, EPA Region 10 Project #08-013-BLM.

Dear Ms. Cole:

Thank you for the oppertunity to review the Supplement to the Draft Environmental Impact Statement
for the Eastern Interior Resource Management Plan, Alaska (CEQ #20130000). We appreciate the effort
of the Bureau of Land Management to consider potential mining activities that were overlooked in the
original plan. We also applaud the BLM for the tremendous outreach effort that it has undertaken to
involve planning area stakeholders and other interested parties.

We have reviewed the EIS in accordance with our responsibilities under Section 309 of the Clean Air
Act and the National Environmental Policy Act. Section 309 specifically directs the EPA to review and
comment in writing on the environmental impacts associated with all major federal actions as well as the
adequacy of the EIS in meeting procedural and public disclosure requirements of NEPA. We have given
the EIS an overall rating of EC-1 (Environmental Concerns-Sufficient Information). A description of our
rating system is enclosed.

Although the BLM does not identify a preferred alternative, we understand based on discussion in the
Supplement that the amended alternative, Alternative D, will not be selected. Previously the BLM
selected Alternative C as its preferred alternative. We believe that although Alternative B is the
environmentally preferable alternative, Alternative C strikes a balance between multiple uses and user
interests, and it provides reasonable protections for exceptional resources in the planning area.

If mining activities are included in the selected alternative, however, we recommend that the BLM
consider implementing a scaled-back variation of Alternative D. For example, restricting mining to areas
that have higher potential mineral value but lower sensitivity could be approved, or only smaller placer
mining operations could be permitted as opposed to large scale, open pit mining for rare earth elements.
We believe limiting the area and type of mining activities, in addition to the implementation of the
proposed Stipulations and Required Operating Procedures, will minimize impacts to water quality,
vegetation, wetlands, and subsistence and recreation resources.



Again, we appreciate the opportunity to comments on the Supplement to the Draft EIS. Please contact
me at (206) 553-1601 or by electronic mail at reichgott.christine @epa.gov or you may contact Jennifer
Curtis of my staff in Anchorage at (907) 271-6324 or by electronic mail at curtis.jennifer@epa.gov with
any questions you have regarding our comments.

Sincerely,

(il b WJW

Christine B. Reichgott, Manager
Environmental Review and Sediments Management Unit

Enclosure



U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Rating System for
Draft Environmental Impact Statements
Definitions and Follow-Up Action*

Environmental Impact of the Action

LO - Lack of Ohjections

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) review has not identified any potential environmental impacts
requiring substantive changes to the proposal. The review may have disclosed opportunities for application of mitigation
measures that could be accomplished with no more than minor changes to the proposal.

EC - Environmental Concerns

EPA review has identified environmental impacts that should be avoided in order to fully protect the environment.
Corrective measures may require changes to the preferred alternative or application of mitigation measures that can reduce
these impacts.

EO - Environmental Objections

EPA review has identified significant environmental impacis that should be avoided in order to provide adequate
protection for the environment. Corrective measures may require substantia! changes to the preferred alternative or
consideration of some other project alternative (including the no-action alternative or a new alternative). EPA intends to work
- with the lead agency to reduce these impacts,

EU - Environmentally Unsatisfactory

EPA review has identified adverse environmental impacts that are of sufficient magnitude that they are unsatisfactory
from the standpoint of public health or welfare or environmental quality, EPA intends to work with the lead agency to reduce
these impacts. If the potential unsatisfactory impacts are not corrected at the final EIS stage, this proposal will be
recommended for referral to the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ).

Adequacy of the Impact Statement

Category 1 - Adequate

EPA believes the draft EIS adequately sets forth the environmental impact(s) of the preferred alternative and thase of the
alternatives reasonably available o the project or action. No further analysis of data collection is necessary, but the reviewer
may suggest the addition of clarifying language or information.

Category 2 — Insufficient Information

The draft EIS does not contain sufficient information for EPA to fully assess environmental impacts that should be
avoided in order to fully protect the environment, or the EPA reviewer has identified new reasonably available alternatives
that are within the spectrum of alternatives analyzed in the draft EIS, which could reduce the environmental impacts of the
action. The identified additional information, data, analyses or discussion should be included in the final EIS.

Category 3 — Inadequate

EPA does not believe that the draft EIS adequately assesses potentially significant environmental impacts of the action,
or the EPA reviewer has identified new, reasonably available alternatives that are outside of the spectrum of alternatives
analyzed in the draft EIS, which should be analyzed in order to reduce the potentially significant environmental impacts. EPA
believes that the identified additional information, data, analyses, or discussions are of such a magnitude that they should
have full public review at a draft stage. EPA does not believe that the draft EIS is adequate for the purposes of the National
Environmental Policy Act and or Section 309 review, and thus should be formally revised and made availabie for public
comment in a supplemental or revised draft EIS. On the basis of the potential significant impacts involved, this proposal
could be a candidate for referral to the CEQ.

* From EPA Manual 1640 Policy and Procedures for the Review of Federal Actions Impacting the Environment. February,

1987.




